Most ADR studies report high levels of party satisfaction (Kobbervig, 1991; Maiman, 1997; McEwen, 1992; Schildt, Alfini & Johnson, 1994; Slack, 1996) . ADR participants generally believe that the process and outcome are fair (Hann & Barr, 2001; Maiman, 1997; Shack, 2003; Wissler, 2002) . Some studies have found that parties report greater perceptions of fairness and satisfaction with mediation than they do with adjudication. (Wissler 2004, p. 58-59, 65) . This is true regardless of settlement in mediation (Wissler, 1995, p. 351) .
Improved relationships between parties are an oft-touted benefit of ADR, because mediation can "permit a more complete airing of grievances and improve relationships between disputants" (Pearson, 1982, p. 440) . But rigorous research demonstrating relational shifts in mediated cases is limited. In examining four studies of general civil mediation, Wissler found that "a minority of litigants (from 5 to 43 percent) thought that mediation improved their relationship with the other party" (2004, p. 67) . Participants and attorneys in civil mediation in Ohio courts indicated that mediation gave them more clarity about their own cases (in roughly half the cases) and created more understanding of the other party's views (70% of cases). A third of attorneys indicated that mediation helped the parties' relationship with each other and attorney's relationship with opposing counsel (Wissler 2002, p. 664 ).
Research about the parties' relationship with each other post-mediation is mixed. In one study, parties were as likely to report that mediation had not improved their relationship with the other side as they were to report that it had (Maiman, 1997) . In small claims court, those choosing mediation reported "improved post-court attitudes toward and understanding of the other party" (Wissler 1995, p. 351) . In mediations that did not end in settlement, however, parties had a more negative assessment of each other after the mediation as compared to before the process. Some studies suggest that trial has a more negative impact on the parties' underlying relationship than mediation (McEwen & Maiman, 1981; Wissler, 1995) .
Some studies have found that mediation participants are more likely to comply with a mediated agreement than a court ruling (Wissler 2004, p. 60) . McEwen and Maiman (1981) found a much higher rate of payment by small claims defendants who used mediation as compared to adjudication, both when parties settled in mediation and when they returned to court for final disposition. Other studies examining the durability of mediated agreements have found compliance rates ranging from 59% to 93% (Hedeen, 2004; Wissler, 2004) . In contrast, one study found that compliance in mediated cases was only "marginally greater" than in adjudicated cases (Wissler 1995, p. 351) .
Even when mediation does not result in agreement, ADR participants report a preference for future ADR use. Two studies of small claims mediation programs found that "almost twice as many litigants who went to trial after not settling in mediation said they would prefer to use mediation rather than trial in a future case" (Wissler 2004, p. 58) . In the only multi-court study of litigants' ex ante procedural preferences (after the case was filed but before resolution), litigants ranked mediation, a judge trial, and negotiation with clients present as equally preferred procedures, with no statistically significant differences among these preferences (Shestowsky, 2014) .
Research about the longer-term outcomes of civil ADR is a major gap in the literature (Wissler, 2002, p. 695) . Generally, mediation can lead to better compliance with the outcome, fewer future court filings, increased use of ADR in the future, and decreased reliance on the police and other public resources (Charkoudian, 2005 (Charkoudian, , 2010 Shepherd, 1995; Wissler, 2002) .
III. RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Overview of Data Collection Process
The study compares the immediate and long-term attitudes and changes in attitudes of litigants who used day of trial ADR (the "treatment" group) to an equivalent group who proceeded to trial without ADR ("comparison" group) . The study focused on civil cases in the District Court of Maryland, a statewide unified court that has jurisdiction over a variety of contract, tort, return of property (replevin and detinue), and landlord-tenant claims (tenant holding over, breach of lease, and wrongful detainer).
The District Court of Maryland ADR program offers mediation or settlement conferences at no charge to litigants on the day of their trials through a roster of volunteer mediators and settlement conference attorneys, collectively called "ADR practitioners." 1 The type of process provided depends upon the expertise of the volunteer ADR practitioner present that day. Most ADR practitioners in the study indicated that they were providing mediation (88%) with the remaining 12% providing a settlement conference. Prior studies have shown that mediators who profess to practice a particular framework or orientation of mediation may vary in the strategies they use during the session (Riskin, 1994) . Thus, the actual techniques used by mediators or settlement conference attorneys may be similar in some ways.
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Treatment cases were recruited from the small claims civil dockets in Baltimore City and Montgomery County. To control for selection bias, comparison cases were selected from these 1 Mediation is "a process in which the parties work with one or more impartial mediators who, without providing legal advice, assist the parties in reaching their own voluntary agreement for the resolution of the dispute or issues in the dispute." At a settlement conference "the parties, their attorneys, or both appear before an impartial person to discuss the issues and positions of the parties in the action in an attempt to resolve the dispute or issues in the dispute by agreement or by means other than trial" . Unlike mediators, settlement conference attorneys "may recommend the terms of an agreement" ). 2 Another portion of this study involved observation of the ADR sessions and behavioral coding of the specific strategies used by the ADR practitioner. This research aimed to determine which specific interventions by the ADR practitioners led to particular outcomes. (Charkoudian, Eisenberg & Walter, 2017) . same dockets, on days when an ADR practitioner was not present, using the same criteria that would have been used to refer cases to ADR in that jurisdiction. Individuals in the trial group were offered a $10 gift card to incentivize participation. Because ADR is a voluntary process, the court ADR program did not want the researchers to offer ADR participants a gift card on the day of trial, as it may have skewed incentives for participation in ADR. (Both groups were offered a $10 incentive check for participating in the long-term study below.)
The researchers used questionnaires to interview the parties immediately prior to, and at the conclusion of, the ADR session or trial. The parties were separated for these interviews so they could not hear each other's responses. If the parties did not reach agreement in ADR, they returned to the courtroom for their trial and researchers administered the post-process questionnaire after the trial. Prior to the launch of the study, researchers pilot-tested the questionnaires for length and clarity, first with ADR program managers and then with participants in day-of-trial mediation. In addition to capturing demographic information, the questionnaires asked for the parties' opinions about the conflict, the other party, the court, their goals, the process, and the outcome, using a scale of "strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, and strongly disagree."
If all parties agreed to participate in the study, researchers conducted guided interviews with plaintiffs, defendants, and any support people who attended with parties. Support people were included because evidence suggests that they could be key players in the conflict or influential to the outcome. This data set included surveys from five people who were support people for plaintiffs and 14 people who were support people for defendants. Of the plaintiffs and defendants who had support people present and answered these questions (total of 13), the average answer for how much they were affected was 1.7 and the average answer for how much they were influential was 1.5. 3 Researchers also interviewed attorneys who represented the parties, using a questionnaire that was similar to the party survey. Attorney surveys were not included in the analysis because they did not measure attitudes toward the other party or demographic information.
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Three months after the intervention, researchers called participants for follow-up interviews to measure changes in attitudes and gather information about how the outcome was working. After five attempted calls, the researchers deemed the participant unreachable. Of the 402 participants contacted, 166 were reached for follow up. The typical timing of the completed call was three months after the intervention and the average length of time between the intervention and follow up call was 4.3 months (standard deviation of 1.57), with a minimum of 2.1 months and maximum of 11.4 months.
Twelve months after the trial date, researchers reviewed court records to determine if the parties returned to court for any type of enforcement action. This included any request for enforcement of the judgment, post-judgment appeal or motion for reconsideration, as well as petitions for warrant of restitution, writ of garnishment of wages, motion to vacate dismissal, motion to vacate judgment, motion for new hearing, recordation of a circuit court lien, petition for de novo appeal, and motion to re-open case. This data was used in the case level analysis. Table 1 provides the descriptive and summary statistics for each variable in the shortterm participant level data. N is the number of people for whom data exists for that variable.
IV. SHORT-TERM IMPACT OF ADR
Data Set
3 Plaintiffs, defendants, and support people were asked how personally affected the support people were by the situation (0 = not personally affected; 1=less personally affected; 2= equally affected; 3 = more affected) and how influential they were to the decision-making (0 = not very influential; 1 = somewhat influential; 2= very influential). 4 Of the total number of surveys completed, 37 of these were excluded because they were completed by attorneys.
Because some individuals declined to answer all questions, some variables reflect a different N.
For binary variables (i.e. yes or no answers), we provide the percent of observations that fall in the particular category and the raw number that fall into that category in the Frequency (Freq.) column. For continuous or multi-level variables (e.g. scale of 1-5 or age), we provide the range, mean, and standard deviation. The combination of these variables was based on our assumption that they measured related concepts. We used two other statistical methods to check whether important information was lost in the combinations. First, we found that each set of combined variables had a statistically significant difference of means between the control and treatment group in the same direction. Second, we tested for correlations among the variables and found that all correlations (while relatively low) were statistically significant and positive, as reflected in Table 2 . Given these correlations, we concluded it was acceptable to go forward with the combined variables, defined in Table 3 . (5) Table 4 provides the descriptive and summary statistics for the new variables. 
Building the Model and Consideration of Possible Selection Bias
Because ADR is voluntary, we cannot know for sure whether those who ended up in the comparison group would have consented to ADR if offered the option. Therefore, we reviewed case characteristics, demographics, and pre-test attitudinal variables with a difference of means and chi-squared tests to identify variables that might be different between the comparison group and the treatment group, using a conservative cut-off of p<.05 as a test for significance. We identified differences between the treatment and control groups, which we subsequently controlled for in the final model. These differences included:
Jurisdiction: Due to logistical factors and time limitations on the research, Montgomery
County had slightly more ADR cases and Baltimore City had slightly more comparison cases.
We negated possible jurisdictional differences by including a dummy variable for the jurisdiction.
Case Type: Contract cases were more likely to be found in the ADR group, with few breach of lease, replevin (return of property with possible damages), and tort cases relative to the overall case load. Contract cases were therefore controlled in the analysis.
Legal Representation: There was no significant difference between the control and treatment group in representation on the day of the trial. Individuals in the control group were more likely to have consulted counsel in advance of their trial date and were more likely to have a support person other than counsel present. Both of these are considered in the analysis below and controlled for in the various models.
Demographic Measures: Older people, white people, and those born in the United States were more likely to be in the treatment group. Individuals in households with incomes below the poverty line and below 125% of the poverty line were more likely to be in the comparison group.
This proportion may result from the different demographics in Baltimore City and Montgomery County, because the latter had a greater number of ADR cases. Another explanation may be that individuals in the comparison group were offered a $10 gift card for completing the interview on the day of trial, as well as the $10 check for participating in the follow up phone interview three months later. We included a test for this explanation and any differences were mitigated by controlling for demographics throughout.
Attitudinal Measures: Because a number of pre-test attitudinal measures provided conflicting results, 6 we generated attitudinal values that could help explore further which of these affected the outcomes of interest and predicted participation in ADR in a logistic regression model.
Although no pattern raised a concern about selection bias, we further examined two equations with ADR as the dependent variable to explore if demographic differences might have an impact on the model's ability to predict ADR participation. This further informed the variables for which we controlled in the final model.
Short-Term Results
The tables below show the results of the analysis testing the impact of ADR on various attitudinal outcomes. For ordinal dependent, both ordinary least squares and ordered logistic regression models were used. When both show a statistically significant effect of ADR, it increases confidence in the conclusions. For all the variables reported, each demonstrated statistically significant results at a 95% confidence level. Only the results for the ordered logistic regressions were included. For binary dependent variables (i.e. 0 or 1), only logistic regression was used. For ordinal dependent variables, the difference between which there cannot be an expectation of equality (e.g. yes, partial, no), we used ordinary least squares, ordered logistic regression, and multinomial logistic regression, and compared the outcomes for the three different tests for consistency.
In the equations below, pre-test attitudinal measures were significantly different between ADR and comparison groups for the following: See it My Way, Clear Idea, and Positive Possibilities. The model therefore includes these variables.
To measure the intensity and escalation of the conflict, the variable Police Called was included. In addition, the Length of Conflict was included to consider whether the matter was ripe for settlement. While opinions differ about when ADR is most appropriately timed, most scholars agree that timing matters in some way (Clarke & Gordon, 1997; McAdoo, Welsh & Wissler, 2003 p. 9; Wissler, 2002) . We also controlled for whether the participants were represented by or consulted an attorney prior to the trial date, as this may influence how they perceive their ADR or trial experience.
The analysis includes a variable for whether the parties had a related case in court on the theory that individuals may be less likely to acknowledge responsibility or apologize for the situation if they are worried that their statements might be used against them in another context.
We also included a variable measuring the level of responsibility reported by the party prior to the trial or mediation (e.g., "I took responsibility," "No one took responsibility"). Controlling for these variables allows us to identify any shifts in the level of responsibility reported by the party from before to after the trial or mediation. Consult Counsel (which indicates a party consulted with a lawyer prior to the trial date) was found to have a negative and significant effect on
Underlying Issues. Therefore, we included Consult Counsel in the model measuring the impact of ADR on Underlying Issues and in the model for Issues Resolved as these two outcomes may be related. Controlling for Negotiated Agreement in all of these equations allowed us to isolate the impact of participating in ADR itself, separate from its value of increasing the likelihood that participants will settle. In other words, we measure the benefits of ADR regardless of whether the parties settle in ADR. Table 6 summarizes the results of logistic regression to examine the impact of ADR on several post-test measures. We then measured the predicted probability based on the outcomes of the regression analysis to quantify the impact of ADR. The predicted probability provided the probability of getting a certain answer if someone goes through ADR compared to the standard court process, holding constant for all other factors in the equation. Expression. ADR has a positive and significant effect on participants reporting "I was able to express myself, my thoughts, and my concerns." Plaintiff also has a positive and significant effect on I Could Express Myself. ADR has a positive and significant effect on participants reporting that "all of the underlying issues in this conflict came out." Participants in longer conflicts were more likely to report that the underlying issues came out. Participants who reached a negotiated agreement were more likely to report that all of the underlying issues came out.
Resolution of Issues. ADR has a positive and significant effect on Post-Issues Resolve,
with ADR participants more likely to report the issues were resolved. Participants who reached a negotiated agreement were also more likely to report that the issues were resolved. Because it cannot be assumed that the difference between 0 (not resolved) and 1 (partially resolved) is the same as the difference between 1 (partially resolved) and 2 (fully resolved), we conducted a check of the ordered least squares and ordered logistic regression results with multinomial logistic regression. This step allowed the assumptions to be relaxed. Multinomial logistic regression measures the effect of the impact of the variables on each of the outcomes, compared to one fixed outcome. In this case, it measured the effect of ADR on a 0 compared to the result of ADR on 2 and the effect of ADR on 1 compared to the effect of ADR on 2.
The results of the multinomial logistic regression indicates that the negative and Responsibility. ADR has a positive and significant effect on Difference-Level of Responsibility, with ADR participants reporting a higher level of responsibility after the intervention than before. Men are also more likely than women to report a higher level of responsibility after the intervention than before in both court and ADR.
Participants in ADR were more likely to shift toward disagreement with the statement "the other person needs to learn they are wrong" from before to after the process. Participants who were more likely to report that it's important to get their needs met in the pre-test were more likely to shift toward disagreement with the statement "the other person needs to learn they are wrong" from before to after the process. ADR has a positive and significant effect on participants reporting that they acknowledged responsibility. Participants who reported higher levels of responsibility in the pretest were also more likely to report in the post-test that they took responsibility. Men were more likely to report that they took responsibility.
ADR participants were less likely to report that no one took responsibility or apologized.
Participants who reported higher levels of responsibility in the pre-test were less likely to report in the post-test that no one took responsibility. Participants in households with incomes below poverty were more likely to report that no one took responsibility.
Satisfaction with the Judiciary. The next set of equations test the effect of attending ADR and reaching a negotiated agreement (with or without the aid of ADR) on Satisfaction with the Judiciary. Table 8 summarizes the results. The first column in Table 8 indicates that ADR does not have a significant effect on Satisfied with the Judiciary, but Negotiated Agreement has a positive and significant effect. To test whether a negotiated agreement in ADR has a different effect from a "hallway" negotiated agreement before trial without any ADR, the two types of negotiated agreements were separated in an additional analysis indicated in the second column. Age also has a positive and significant effect on Satisfied with Judiciary and Represented has a negative and significant effect on
Satisfied with Judiciary.
The second column shows that reaching an agreement in ADR has a positive and significant effect on Satisfied with Judiciary, while reaching an agreement on one's own (i.e., without any participation in ADR) does not. Age has a positive and significant effect on Satisfied with the Judiciary and Represented has a negative and significant effect on Satisfied with Judiciary. Table 9 shows the summary statistics for participant level data used in the short-and long-term analysis, as well as summary statistics for variables used only in the long-term analysis. For case-level variables, most summary statistics in the long-term analysis are the same as in the short-term. Participant-level variables may be different because of the cases lost when participants could not be reached for a follow-up telephone interview. 
V. LONG-TERM IMPACT OF ADR
Data Set
Creating New Combined Variables
We used principal component analysis to create new variables that combine the variables measuring similar concepts. The minimum Eigen value was set at 1, and varimax was used for the factor matrix rotation. We reviewed the outputs with the settings to report loadings greater than .3 and determined to be either consistent with theory or at least not totally inconsistent with theory or conventional wisdom. New variables were created using the factor loadings associated with each of the variables. We used loadings greater than .3 to create a more comprehensive understanding of the newly created variables. Table 11 shows the combination of the variables that measure the difference in attitude from before the court or ADR intervention and at the time of the follow up interview (3-6 months later). PCA combines these variables into two new variables. Table 12 shows the combination of variables from the follow up survey regarding how well the outcome is working. PCA combines the variables into two new variables. 
Regression Model
This portion of the study sought to understand the impact of ADR on a range of longterm outcomes, including whether the parties returned to court for enforcement action and parties' attitudes toward the opposing side, the situation that had brought them to court, and their experience with the judicial system. In order to isolate the impact of ADR, we used ordinary least squares multiple regression analysis, logistic regression analysis, and ordered logistic regression. We controlled for other factors that could affect a litigant's experience and choices by including measures such as: the length of the conflict, whether parties were represented by or consulted counsel, whether the police had been called in the past for matters related to the case (as a measure of conflict escalation), participants' attitude, the type of case, whether the parties had a personal relationship, and party demographics (such as age, gender, race). Finally, we held constant the number of months between the original court date and time of the interview. These variables allowed us to consider that as parties adjust to the outcome of ADR or trial, their perspective about the situation may change. We used the same methods to ensure rigor in the analysis as described previously, including tests for multicollinearity and removal of any variable with substantial missing data.
In analyzing whether participants returned to court for an enforcement action, three factors were of interest: the impact of reaching an agreement in ADR, the impact of getting an agreement on their own without any ADR, and the impact of receiving a judge verdict. All three could not be included in the same equation because the variable for getting an agreement in mediation was correlated with the variable of receiving a verdict at -0.65, well above our cut-off of 0.5. Therefore, the same equation was analyzed with similar variables twice, once with
Agreement in ADR and
Comparison Agreement, and a second time with Verdict. Table 13 shows the results of the Ordinary Least Squares Regression testing the impact of participating in ADR in parties' changes in attitude from before the intervention to the follow up interview and on the parties' report of how well the outcome is working. Participation in ADR resulted in an increase in parties' report on indicators measuring the quality of the relationship from before the intervention to several months later. Participation in ADR did not have a significant impact on an increase in a sense of hopelessness. However, the length of the conflict prior to the intervention and the parties' sense of preparation prior to the intervention had a negative effect on this variable.
Results
Participation in ADR resulted in positive reports from litigants that the outcome was working and that they were satisfied with the judicial system several months after the intervention. Parties' income level being below 125% of poverty; the police having been called before the intervention; and having had a prior conversation with the other party before the court date all had a negative effect on parties' reports that the outcome was working and that they were satisfied with the outcome and judicial system several months after the intervention.
None of the variables examined had a statistically significant impact on parties' report that things were not working or new problems had arisen since the intervention.
In Table 14 , the same equations were run, replacing participation in ADR with agreement in ADR to determine if reaching an agreement in ADR had any different effects on the long-term reports from participants. Reaching an agreement in ADR has a statistically significant and positive effect on litigants' reporting that the outcome was working and that they were satisfied with the outcome and the judicial system several months after the intervention. It does not have a significant effect on other variables examined in Table 15 . Reaching an agreement in ADR has a negative and statistically significant impact on returning to court for an enforcement action. Comparison cases in which parties reached a negotiated agreement on their own were neither more or less likely to return to court for an enforcement action; and cases with a verdict were more likely to return to court for an enforcement action. The length of the conflict prior to the intervention was also positively associated with the likelihood of returning to court for an enforcement action.
Graph 2 and 3 show the predicted probabilities of returning to court for an enforcement action. Graph 2 shows the predicted probability of a case returning to court within one year, based on whether or not they reached an agreement in ADR compared to cases that did participate in ADR, settled outside of ADR, or participated in ADR without an agreement. These findings hold constant all other factors in the estimated equation. Graph 3 shows the predicated probability that a case that received a verdict will return to court within one year, as compared to all other cases, holding constant all other factors in the equation.
Graph 3: Predicted Probability of Cases Returning to Court for an Enforcement Action within One Year, holding constant for all other factors: Verdict vs. All Other Case Outcomes
Reaching an agreement in ADR decreases the predicted probability of returning to court for an enforcement action by 21%, compared to all other cases (i.e., those that reached a verdict, did not settle in ADR, and comparison cases in which parties reached an agreement on their own without any ADR). Analysis of whether cases that did not reach agreement in ADR were more or less likely than control cases without agreement to return to court was inconclusive. There was some indication that comparison cases without agreements were more likely to return to court than ADR cases without agreements; however, the results were not sufficiently consistent and significant to report. This may be due in part to the small sample size. Future research should explore this issue further.
VI. DISCUSSION
ADR has significant positive, immediate impacts on parties who participated in ADR as compared to those who went to trial without ADR. In the short-term, ADR improves the parties' attitudes toward each other, gives parties a greater sense of empowerment and voice in the process, increases their taking of responsibility for the dispute, and increases their satisfaction with the judicial system more generally. In the long-term, ADR participants were more likely than the trial group to report an improved relationship with and attitude toward the other party, satisfaction with the outcome, and satisfaction with the judicial system. In addition, cases that settled in ADR were less likely to return to court for an enforcement action within the next year.
A. Short-term Impact
ADR participants were more likely than those who proceeded through the standard court process to indicate that: 1) they could express themselves, their thoughts, and their concerns; 2) all of the underlying issues came out; 3) the issues were resolved; 4) the issues were completely resolved rather than partially resolved; and 5) they acknowledged responsibility for the situation.
Importantly, this was true for all ADR cases, including those that reached an agreement in ADR and those that did not settle.
Page 37
ADR permits participants to discuss topics beyond the legal issues in the case. This study confirms the value of these discussions in ADR, even if the parties do not settle the legal case.
As compared to those who proceeded to trial without ADR, participation in ADR shifted party attitudes about their own level of responsibility for the conflict. Specifically, ADR participants had an increase in their rating of their level of responsibility for the situation from before to after the intervention. ADR also increased their appreciation for the opposing party's perspective, with ADR participants more likely to disagree with the statement "the other people [in the conflict] need to learn they are wrong" from before to after the process. ADR participants were also less likely to report that no one took responsibility or apologized than litigants who went through the standard court process without ADR. This finding confirms that ADR helps parties gain a new perspective on the conflict that adversarial litigation cannot offer.
Again, all of these short-term findings applied uniformly to ADR, regardless of whether the parties settled in ADR. Including a variable for negotiated agreement held constant for the settlement impact of ADR and included the potential benefits of the negotiated "hallway" agreements for those in the trial group who did not use ADR. Parties who reached agreement in ADR were more likely to be satisfied with the judicial system than all others. Those parties in the trial group who negotiated an agreement on their own without any ADR were not more likely to be satisfied with the judicial system than those who did not settle at all. This suggests that it is the process of reaching an agreement though the ADR process-rather than simply the fact of settlement-that causes higher satisfaction levels.
This research suggests that there are important short-term benefits of ADR for the parties beyond efficiency and settlement concerns. The ability to talk directly to the other side may explain many of the short-term findings. ADR allows the parties to express their thoughts and
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If they reach agreement in ADR, participants are more satisfied with the judiciary overall than those who go to trial without ADR. This is consistent with prior research that ADR offers a sense of voice and procedural justice that increases public confidence in the judicial system more generally.
Most of the dependent variables on which ADR did not have a significant impact are those that measure the difference in attitudes from immediately before to after the intervention.
The average length of an ADR session in this study was 56 minutes, with five minutes being the minimum and 155 minutes the maximum. While the differences between these interventions clearly impacted several of the post-treatment measures, it is not surprising that there are not significant differences in some short-term attitudinal measures.
B. Differences in Outcomes for Different Demographic Groups
We also explored whether ADR had a different impact on the outcomes of interest for different demographic groups. Generally, we found no differences in the experience in ADR for the demographic groups tested here, with a few exceptions.
First, plaintiffs were more likely to report expressing themselves in court than nonplaintiffs and somewhat more likely to report expressing themselves in court than in ADR. As the party who brought the claim, plaintiffs in small claims matters typically seek monetary damages and presumably have come to court prepared to make their arguments to the judge about their entitlement to those damages or other relief. Being diverted to an ADR process on the day-of-trial, even though voluntarily accepted, may interfere with those expectations, whereas arguing to the judge in a trial may match their pre-trial expectations.
Second and conversely, non-plaintiffs were more likely to report expressing themselves in ADR than plaintiffs. This also makes sense given the dynamics of most small claims cases.
Non-plaintiffs here mean defendants, many of whom may be defending against a claim for monetary damages, as well as the nineteen support people who accompanied the parties (5 for plaintiffs, and 14 for defendants). ADR permits defendants to develop creative agreements, such as payment plans, that courts cannot award. To the extent this represents the responses of support people, ADR provides a forum in which they can join the discussion in a way that a trial does not permit.
Third, several findings stood out for litigants represented by counsel. Represented parties were more likely than non-represented parties to indicate they expressed themselves in court, less likely than non-represented parties to report that they expressed themselves in ADR, and more likely to report that they expressed themselves in court than in ADR. As with the finding regarding plaintiffs, this result could be explained by the pre-trial expectations of the parties. (Welsh, 2001) . At the same time, represented parties were also more likely to apologize, suggesting that lawyers may play a valuable role in helping litigants to understand how they may be responsible for the dispute.
Finally, age did not affect how parties who went to trial reported on whether issues were resolved or not; however, older individuals were more likely to report that issues were resolved in ADR than were younger individuals.
C. Long-Term Impact of ADR
Several striking long-term benefits of ADR emerged. Regardless of settlement, ADR participants were more likely than the trial group to report an improved relationship with and attitude toward the other party measured from before the intervention to three to six months later.
This finding confirms that ADR can have important long-term relational benefits.
ADR participants are also more likely than trial participants to report that the outcome was working and that they were satisfied with the outcome and the judicial system three to six months after the intervention. This was true for all ADR participants, although it was slightly stronger for those who settled in ADR. This is important for the broader public respect for the judiciary and rule of law. As Wissler writes, "Litigants' experiences in court, particularly their judgments of procedural fairness, have been found to affect their general views of the legal system and its legitimacy" (1995, p. 352; see also, Tyler 2006 ).
Finally, the long-term analysis found that parties who settled in ADR were less likely to return to court for an enforcement action in the twelve months following the intervention compared to all other cases, including those that reached an agreement on their own, ADR cases that did settle, and cases with a judge verdict. Specifically, reaching an agreement in ADR decreased the predicted probability of returning to court by 21%.
This finding suggests that courts should consider the durability of the ultimate resolution as well as immediate judicial efficiency and time savings. Although not all parties will settle in ADR, this study shows that parties who do are significantly less likely to consume court resources in the future as compared to cases with a judge verdict, and cases with a negotiated "hallway" agreement developed with no ADR.
D. Limitations
The primary limitation of this study is the relatively small sample size. 7 In several equations where ADR was not found to be statistically significant, it appeared to be close to a reportable level of significance. A larger sample size might permit conclusions about additional impacts of ADR and potential differences in outcomes for various subgroups. Despite these limitations, this research provides one of the most rigorous studies to date of the impact of ADR as compared to trial. The results confirm many benefits of small claims ADR programs for litigants and the judiciary.
Conclusion
Participation in ADR causes significant positive outcomes in the short-and long-term. As compared to those who went through the standard court process, ADR participants are more likely to fully and completely resolve the issues in their conflict. Even if parties do not reach agreement in ADR, participation in ADR causes immediate and positive shifts in party attitudes toward each other. ADR participants are more likely to acknowledge personal responsibility for the conflict and to experience a positive shift in their attitude toward the opposing party. Three to six months later, ADR participants are more likely than those who proceed to trial without ADR to report an improved relationship with and attitude toward the other party. ADR participants are also more likely to report that the final outcome was working, that they are satisfied with the 7 One of the reasons for the small data set is that this particular study was part of a larger study that also involved mediation observations and behavioral coding of the ADR session to examine the impact of specific mediator interventions. Conducting observations meant that the researchers could only do surveys for one ADR case at a time.
A future study could be done on a larger scale if researchers collected only survey data.
the repeat use of court resources in the long term, with ADR cases half as likely to return to court for further action as compared to trial cases that received a judge verdict.
This research confirms the many benefits of ADR as compared to trial, including relational shifts for the parties and long-term resource savings and increased public confidence for the courts. Importantly, this study isolates the value of simply participating in an ADR process, regardless of whether the parties reach agreement. Courts should continue to invest in ADR programs, and understand that the positive impacts of ADR extend far beyond settlement.
